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Linguistic politeness is a source of much confusion for speakers of English as a foreign 
language. Not only is it necessary to know the vocabulary, grammar, and syntax of 
English, successful discourse also requires the knowledge of the appropriate usage of 
the language, for example when addressing someone in English. The norms of address 
can be quite different in English than in one’s mother tongue. 
The international nature of English further complicates the matter. What norms should 
be followed in the presence of speakers of multiple varieties of English? How about 
when using English in a country where English is the official language, but not widely 
spoken as a first language? Or when English is used as a lingua franca (ELF) in order to 
facilitate communication between speakers of different first languages (Seidlhofer 2005: 
339)? To distinguish ELF from English as a foreign language (EFL), Jenkins (2006: 
139-142) presents ELF as language use between non-native speakers, where a deviation 
from any of the native varieties is not considered an error, but rather variation, whereas 
the target in EFL communication is the native speaker, both as an addressee and as the 
target of linguistic proficiency, and thus deviations are considered errors. 
Academic environment is particularly prone to these kinds of discourse situations with 
speakers from all over the world representing a variety of linguistic backgrounds, each 
bringing their own linguistic norms of politeness and appropriateness into the mix. 
Mauranen (2006: 146) notes that “academia is one of the domains which have most 
eagerly adopted English as their common language in international communication.” 
In this thesis I will look at the ELF used in two European academic settings, Finnish and 
Austrian, and the use of titles and names in these discourse contexts. When used as 
forms of address, names and titles (among other address forms) reflect cultural values 
(Clyne, Norrby and Warren 2009: 1) and describe the social status of the speaker and the 
addressee and the relationship between the two (e.g. Nevala 2004: 82). Because address 
is a reflection of cultural values, it becomes difficult in ELF situations to know what the 




cultural norms should be followed, if anyone’s, or should new ones be created for? The 
data of this study comes from two corpora of English as a lingua franca: the ELFA 
Corpus (English as a lingua franca in academic settings), a corpus of spoken English as 
a lingua franca recorded at the University of Tampere, the University of Helsinki, 
Tampere University of Technology and Helsinki University of Technology, and parts of 
the VOICE Corpus (Vienna-Oxford International Corpus of English), compiled in 
Vienna, Austria. In this study my aim is to find answers to the following questions: 
1. How are titles and names used as address forms in the ELFA and VOICE 
corpora? 
2. How do the sociolinguistic features age and status as well as the context of the 
speech event affect the usage of title and name in the ELFA and VOICE 
corpora? 
3. How similar or different is the usage of title and name in the two corpora? 
2 Theoretical background and previous studies 
I will start this study by presenting a summary of how politeness can be understood in 
terms of linguistics and how address is used to convey it. I will then present previous 
studies concerning the usage of terms of address in American English and how there has 
been a change within the past 40 or so years. I will also briefly summarize the findings 
of a study which compares the normative ideas of native speaker American students and 
those of non-native speaker foreign students concerning the appropriate terms of address 
in English. 
2.1 English as a lingua franca 
The English language has become the international language of the globalized world. 
Nowadays the number of non-native speakers of English outweighs that of the native 
speakers (Mauranen 2012: 2). English is used to facilitate communication between 




personal to business relations, from casual travel to diplomatic negotiations, from online 
chat rooms and message boards to academic conferences. It is used both in low-stakes 
contexts of the personal sphere, as well as in the highest of high-stakes in the political, 
academic, and business worlds. English is used all over the world and thus it comes into 
contact with different types of languages, creating a contact language that has not seen 
its equal before (Mauranen 2012: 1). 
The original lingua franca is said to refer to a pidgin language spoken around the 
Mediterranean during the Middle Ages, facilitating trade between Arab traders and 
Europeans, or “Franks”. This original lingua franca was a pidgin language, created out 
of necessity to enable communication between speakers who did not share a first 
language (Björkman 2013: 2). The ELF of the modern world is not a pidgin language, as 
it is the native language of many countries and hundreds of millions of speakers, but the 
question can be raised about the ownership of the language in a world where the non-
native speakers outnumber the native speakers. It is not readily clear what kinds of 
effects the role of English as the worldwide contact language and lingua franca will have 
in terms of language change. This is one of the questions that the field of ELF studies 
hopes to answer (Mauranen 2012: 2-3). 
It is, however, necessary to define what ELF researchers means with the term “English 
as a lingua franca”, as there is not one definition accepted by everyone. Thomason 
(2001: 269) defines lingua franca as follows: 
[a lingua franca is a] language of wider communication – that is, a language that is used for 
communication between groups who do not speak each other’s first languages, as well as 
between native speakers (if any) of the lingua franca and other groups […]. A lingua franca is by 
definition learned as a second language by at least some of its speakers. 
There has been some discussion about the role of native speakers of English in ELF 
communications. Firth (1996) describes ELF as a contact language between persons 
who share neither a common native tongue nor a common (national) culture and for 
whom English is the chosen foreign language of communication (1996: 240). This 
definition explicitly excludes native speakers of English. However, as Hynninen (2013: 
45) explains, native speakers are also members of the global world and inevitably 




communication. The VOICE corpus (VOICE 2013)1 uses Seidlhofer’s (2011) definition, 
where ELF can be thought of as any use of English among speakers of different first 
languages for whom English is the communicative medium of choice, and often the only 
option. This definition does not explicitly exclude native speakers. Instead, it recognizes 
that ELF interactions often also include speakers from backgrounds where English is 
used as a first or second language. 
There is a conceptual difference between ELF and English as a foreign language (EFL). 
Jenkins et al. (2011: 283-4) summarize the differences between the two paradigms as 
follows:  
 ELF is part of the Global Englishes paradigm, according to which most speakers 
of English are non-native speakers, and all English varieties, native or non-
native, are accepted in their own right rather than evaluated against a NSE2 
benchmark. By contrast, EFL is part of the MODERN (FOREIGN) 
LANGUAGES paradigm, according to which most interaction involving non-
native speakers is with native speakers of the language, and non-native speakers’ 
goal is to approximate the native variety as closely as possible. 
 Following from the previous point, an ELF perspective sees non-native 
Englishes as different rather than deficient. Or, to put it another way, differences 
from ENL are not assumed to be signs of incompetence, as they are when 
viewed from an EFL perspective, but are explored as emerging or potential 
features of ELF. 
Moreover, Jenkins. (2011: 284) compares ELF to the World Englishes paradigm, with 
which it has many similarities, while still being different enough to warrant a research 
paradigm of its own. In short, both ELF and World Englishes are interested in the spread 
of English beyond its original contexts and the ways in which the new Englishes 
develop in their own right as a means of expressing their (NNSE3) speakers’ 
                                                 
1 http://www.univie.ac.at/voice/page/faq#elf (last accessed on 18 September 2013) 
2 Native speaker of English 




sociocultural identities instead of conforming to the norms of a distant group of NSs 
(Seidlhofer and Berns 2009: 190). The differences between the two paradigms can be 
seen in their notion about the nature of the varieties of English. While World Englishes 
research looks at ‘bounded’ varieties, ELF sees the world as being so interconnected and 
English so bound up with globalization, that the notion of varieties is not valid, but 
instead, English is fluid, flexible, contingent, hybrid and intercultural. Shortly put, ELF 
is not a stable variant of English, but rather a process that is realized differently in 
different contexts. 
There are, of course, also concerns about the effects of the extraordinary spread of 
English around the world. Björkman (2013: 23-6) addresses these concerns from a 
Swedish perspective and ponders the question whether English will have a negative 
effect on the local language, with the possibility of diglossia—a situation where English 
replaces Swedish in some domains—looming in the future. Björkman sums the results 
of previous studies by stating that there is empirical research showing that the use of 
English does not necessarily threaten multilingualism or the local language in e.g. higher 
education. Björkman (2013: 26) adds, quoting Söderlundh’s (2012) study on English 
medium programs in Sweden, that, while lecturers and students use English as the de 
facto lingua franca in their interaction, they use other languages as well, based on their 
local or social needs. Nor are ELF speakers being anglicized; rather, as Seidlhofer 
(2011: xi) writes, they are de-anglicizing their English. 
As mentioned above, the source of linguistic and pragmatic norms is different in ELF 
and EFL situations. Pölzl and Seidlhofer (2006: 172-3) found that ELF users do not 
need to conform to native speaker culture, but, because the heterogeneous nature of ELF 
contexts, they could not rely on their own culture either. However, if they can do so, 
they will: when ELF is spoken by speakers who mostly share one cultural background, 
the speakers will transfer their native language communicative norms to their ELF(-like) 
interaction (Björkman 2013: 36).  
When speakers of different L1s come together and adopt English as their lingua franca, 




Lns) and of English. From this mélange of varying resources and competences a 
community of practice is formed and norms negotiated. However, because ENL4 norms 
are not necessarily relevant to the speakers, it is interesting to explore the norms and the 
processes leading up to the formation of the norms (Hynninen 2013: 48).  
While education plays a role in the formation of norms, ELF research differs again from 
L2 research. Whereas in L2 research the focus in on the speakers’ learner status with the 
implication that deviations from NSE norms are considered mistakes, in ELF research 
the speakers are seen as language users in their own right and, accordingly, deviations 
from NSE norms are not mistakes but variations. As Hynninen (2013: 47) nicely puts it, 
while it is perfectly valid to analyze deviations from NSE norms if the end goal is, e.g., 
to integrate into a NSE environment, this has not been the only purpose of learning 
English in a long while. 
2.1.1 Academic ELF 
The data of this study represents ELF as used in the academia in two different countries. 
I wish to emphasize here that the purpose of this study is not to present my findings as 
being generalizable to all contexts, recognizing that the usage patterns discovered here 
are the results of local negotiations and are not to be generalized automatically to all 
academic contexts or to situations outside of the academic domain. 
There are reasons why ELF in academia is particularly worthy of our attention. As 
Mauranen (2012: 67-68) points out, for both undergraduate and graduate students, 
mobility is a normal part of university life, which means that the teaching staff 
encounters increasing numbers of international students with whom they need to find a 
lingua franca in order to facilitate teaching. Likewise, in research it has become 
commonplace to adopt English as the lingua franca of international or even 
intercontinental projects (Mauranen 2012: 68). What makes English in academic 
discourse particularly interesting for study is the fact that there are no native speakers of 
this specialized use of English. Mauranen (2012: 69) explains that all novices in 
academic institutions undergo institutionalization into academic discourse, regardless of 
                                                 




their linguistic background, with the goal of learning the acceptable ways of presenting 
knowledge: putting forth strong argumentation, asking appropriate questions, making 
interesting points etc. This focus on appropriate academic form levels the playing field 
between native speakers of English and those who study in a foreign language.  
At the end of the day, what distinguishes the use of ELF in the academia from other 
domains, such as commerce, tourism, popular culture etc., is the high-stakes nature of 
the academia. Students and academics manage demanding intellectual tasks using a 
second language: attend lectures, conduct research, communicate results, give talks at 
seminars, and so forth. More than anything the language used by speakers of different 
L1s in this domain has to be well-functioning and efficient (Björkman 2013: 29). The 
interesting question put forth by Mauranen (2012: 70) is: what linguistic variation is 
acceptable in this ELF environment even though it might raise eyebrows in ENL 
contexts. As Mauranen (2012: 70) explains, it is a serious possibility that there are 
practices that differ from ENL conventions but that could be at least equally effective or, 
in fact, work better for an international audience. This is something Suviniitty (2012) 
found in her PhD study about lecturing in English as a lingua franca: lecturing in ELF 
did not necessarily hinder the understandability of a lecture nor, conversely, did 
lecturing in ENL necessarily make lectures more understandable. In some cases the ELF 
lectures were even rated as more understandable than ENL lectures. 
2.2 Politeness 
In any study of spoken language a consideration of politeness plays an important role. 
The Longman Student Grammar of Spoken and Written English (Biber et al. 2006: 433) 
has the following to say about conversations: “Speakers in conversation have a primary 
concern for their feelings, attitudes, evaluations, and assessments of likelihood: […] 
stance” and “… conversation is used for polite or respectful purposes in speech acts 
such as requests, greetings, offers, and apologies.” Vocatives such as sir and madam are 
one way to convey politeness and respect, although they are much rarer in English than 




understood in linguistics. This provides a framework within which we can then discuss 
and understand the act of addressing, which is the main focus of this study. 
Politeness and impoliteness are seemingly self-explanatory terms. One of the definitions 
of the word polite in Merriam-Webster5 is of particular interest to the current study: 
showing or characterized by correct social usage (emphasis added). What is considered 
polite behavior or polite language is very much up to every individual to determine 
based on their cultural background. Watts (2003: 9) considers polite behavior and polite 
language as something that has to be acquired. We are not born with any universal sense 
of politeness, but rather we need to be socialized into what is polite in the context we 
live in. This alone makes international contexts interesting for politeness studies in 
general and for this paper in particular: what kind of politeness norms emerge from the 
combination of the multiple linguistic and cultural backgrounds that the international 
student body brings to the ELF contexts in Finland and Austria, both with very different 
politeness norms? 
For Brown and Levinson (1987) politeness is a key underlining principle that organizes 
human interaction. Their idea is that the effort to be polite (or impolite) affects the 
choice of words and phrases we use to express meanings. This means that, if there are 
different words or phrases that, on a semantic level, express the same meaning, the 
choice between them has to do with other factors, one of which is politeness (or 
impoliteness). Brown and Levinson (1987) analyze these choices in the light of the co-
operative principle, which means that both (or all) participants in a discourse aim to save 
the face of their discourse partners as well as that of their own. Problems with regard to 
politeness arise when something needs to be expressed that constitutes a threat to the 
face of a discourse participant. 
2.2.1 Face 
What then is face? Brown and Levinson’s (1987: 61) notion of face, following Goffman 
(1967), is tied with notions of being embarrassed or humiliated, i.e. ‘losing face’. Brown 
                                                 




and Levinson (1987: 61) define face as “the public self-image that every member wants 
to claim for himself, consisting of two related aspects: 
 negative face: the basic claim to territories, personal preserves, rights to 
non-distraction, i.e. to freedom of action and freedom from imposition 
 positive face: the positive consistent self-image or ‘personality’ (crucially 
including the desire that this self-image be appreciated and approved of) 
claimed by interactants 
Because face is something that can be lost, and because it can be assumed that upon the 
threat of losing one’s face one is entitled to defend it and thus threaten the face of the 
other, people tend to co-operate and try to avoid threatening one another’s face (Brown 
and Levinson 1987: 61). Often it is not, however, possible to avoid posing face threats. 
Actions and speech acts that pose such a threat are called face-threatening acts (Brown 
and Levinson 1987: 65) and they can be categorized based on whose face they threaten 
and whether they target positive face or negative face. Threats to the hearer’s negative 
face, i.e. indications that the speaker does not intend to avoid the impending of the 
hearer’s freedom of action, include acts such as orders and requests, suggestions and 
advice, threats and warnings, etc. Acts that threaten the hearer’s positive face are 
indications that the speaker does not care about the addressee’s feelings, wants (e.g. that 
of being appreciated), etc. These include such acts as expressions of disapproval or 
criticism, contradictions or disagreements, raising of emotional or divisive topics (e.g. 
politics or religion), and—most relevant to this paper—the use of address terms and 
other status-marked identifications in initial encounters where the speaker may 
misidentify the hearer in an offensive or embarrassing way, intentionally or accidentally 
(Brown and Levinson 1987: 65-7). This brings us to the different styles and forms of 
address encountered in different languages, which will be discussed below. 
2.3 Address 
When we talk about address we mean the ways in which we refer to our addressee, 
through the use of second-person pronouns, first names, last names, titles, etc. 
Addressing marks social relation between speakers and reflects cultural values (Clyne, 




address is also affected by social distance between the speakers that can be derived from 
age, status, power, etc. How differences in these are evaluated and how it is realized in 
the choice of one address form over another differs from one language and culture to 
another. Our use of language is also affected by the context of the speech event. While 
address is mainly concerned in the relationship between the speaker and the addressee, 
the context of the speech event turns out to be a significant factor in the choice of an 
address form. The formality of the situation might demand one form over another and, 
as we will see later, the presence of an audience seems to effect the use of titles and 
names. This relates to Bell’s (1991: 91) notion of audience design, where, in addition to 
the speaker and the addressee (or the first and the second persons), the audience may 
consist of auditors, over-hearers, and even eavesdroppers, of whom the speaker is not 
even aware of. He or she is, however, aware of a physical audience in events such as 
dissertation defenses and panel discussions and must take them into account when, e.g., 
giving the turn to one of the panelists in the role of the chair person, or, in the role of an 
audience member, when addressing a question to one of the panelists. This 
For this study of titles and names I will count as address all the uses of the name (with 
or without a title alongside it) of someone present in the current speech event. This is 
done because it is beyond the scope of this study to do a close reading of each line of the 
texts in the corpus to determine whether a particular use of a name constitutes a pure 
case of address—i.e. one that would require the use of the vocative case in the languages 
that make use of it (see 2.3.1 below)—or simply reference to a third person. Reference 
differs from address in that it adds a third dimension to the social relationship between 
the speaker and the hearer, that of the referent (Stivers, Enfield and Levinson 2012), 
bringing with itself the task of identifying the referent to the addressee. This involves 
principles that are absent from address (the addressee supposedly knows herself, after 
all), namely the preference for achieving recognition and the preference minimization, 
meaning that out all the different possibilities, such an expression is chosen that the 
addressee is most likely to recognize, and additional descriptions are only offered if the 
initial fails to achieve recognition. In this study I am interested in the effects of the 
sociolinguistic features of the speaker and the addressee on the use of title and name and 




refer to use of title and name as address while recognizing that some instances could be 
better analyzed as reference. 
2.3.1 Forms of address 
The grammatical form used to refer to someone or to specify the person being addressed 
is called the vocative. The Oxford English Grammar (Greenbaum 1966: 242-6) defines 
the vocative use of noun phrases (such as names, family terms, titles, and designators of 
respect) as optional elements to the basic sentence structures. They are used to address 
the person spoken to, in order to single them out from others or to maintain some 
personal connection with them, and are, in speech, generally marked by distinctive 
intonation. This is different from referential use of noun phrases, which are not optional 
in a sentence structure. In example (1) below the kinship term Dad can be left out 
without the sentence structure suffering from it, but in the second example The Sun 
cannot be taken out, since is shining does not work on its own. 
(1) You’re a snob Dad 
(2) The Sun is shining 
In some languages vocative is a grammatical case for nouns, in others, such as English, 
the term vocative refers to a set of nouns or phrases used to fulfil this function. An 
example of the first type of languages is the Czech language (alongside with many 
modern Slavic languages), where nouns and names appear in the vocative case when 
used to address, such as paní Eva (Ms. Eve, nominative) -> paní Evo! (Ms. Eve!, 
vocative), or pan profesor (Mr. Professor, nominative) -> pane profesore (Mr. 
Professor!, vocative)6. In this section I will describe some of the different forms used in 
the English language to serve as address forms (or vocatives). 
Forms of address include references to the collocutor and are thus deictic, that is to say 
they “point” by linguistic means (Braun 1988: 7). According to Braun (1988: 7), in most 
languages forms of address concentrate on three word classes: pronouns, verbs, and 
nouns. 
                                                 




Pronouns of address are pronouns referring to the collocutor or collocutors, above all 
second person pronouns such as the English you. Modern English only has one second 
person pronoun, but in many languages a distinction between a simple/intimate pronoun 
and a distant/polite pronoun can be found. This is known as the T/V distinction, coming 
from the Latin pronouns tu and vos, intimate and polite, respectively (Braun 1988: 8). In 
addition to pronouns, verb forms also contain elements of address, such as in the Finnish 
Mihin menet?, (Where are you going?) where the ending -t alone is a form of address, in 
this case a reference to the second person singular, addressing thus the collocutor (Braun 
1988: 8). English, lacking the T/V distinction in pronouns as well as much of the verbal 
inflection found in many other languages, has to express address in other ways, namely 
through nouns of address. 
Braun (1988: 9) describes nouns of address as “substantives and adjectives which 
designate collocutors or refer to them in some other way”. It is also the most diverse 
group of forms of address. Among the nouns of address Braun (1988: 9-10) lists forms 
such as: 
 Names 
 Kinship terms 
 Terms Mr./Mrs. and their equivalents in other languages 
 Titles and occupational/professional terms 
 Abstract nouns such as (Your) Excellency 
 Words for other relationships, such as the German Kollege ‘colleague’ 
Of these the most relevant for the purpose of this paper are names, Mr./Mrs., and 
titles/occupational terms.  
Names are handled differently in different languages and cultures; naming systems vary 
from one language to another: different classes of names can have different functions in 
address and the use of personal names can be restricted or even tabooed as a form of 
address (Braun 1988: 9). The form Mr./Mrs. and the different titles are closely related, 
but Braun (1988: 9-10) considers them separate enough to warrant different categories, 
because often these will have different formal, combinatory, or social characteristics. In 
this study, however, I will group Mr./Mrs. together with titles when counting the 




title + last name only really accepts either Mr./Mrs. or a title in the title slot; it is not 
common in English to combine these (compare with German Herr Doktor). As for titles 
and occupational or professional terms, Braun (1988: 10) distinguishes between titles 
which are bestowed, achieved or appointed (such as doctor, major), or are inherited 
(such as Count, Duke), and normal occupational or professional titles, such as waiter or 
chauffeur. 
Addressing can be described in terms of its reciprocity and symmetry. Braun (1988: 13), 
describes address as being reciprocal when two speakers exchange the same form of 
address (or the equivalent), e.g. when both speakers use the T form towards each other. 
Address is nonreciprocal when the forms in the dyad (i.e. between the two participants 
in the discourse) are different, such as one using a kinship term towards the addressee 
and being addressed by first name in return. If the forms of address in a dyad are 
reciprocal, the address relationship is symmetrical, and when different forms are used, 
the relationship is asymmetrical (Braun 1988: 13). 
2.3.2 Variation in address 
Address systems seem to conform to clear rules and categories only when variation is 
not taken into account. Braun (1988: 22) points out that many of the previous studies on 
address have used homogenous groups of informants, where one then expectedly finds 
cleaner categories and hierarchies. Homogeneity is not, however, the normal situation 
for much of the world’s population, or even for the speakers of highly standardized 
Western languages such as English and German, both of which are pluricentric 
languages with more than one standard form. 
What then happens when discourse takes place in a heterogeneous situation? According 
to Braun (1988: 24), the use of one or another form of address in a heterogeneous 
situation may in fact tell more of the speaker than the relationship between the speaker 
and the recipient. What this means is that when the speakers do not share the same 
linguistic and cultural background and politeness norms, the politeness choices they 
make may reveal more about how they see themselves in that particular situation than 




with this paper, the data of which comes from a culturally and linguistically 
heterogeneous group of informants, i.e. international students using ELF in Finland and 
Austria. 
2.4 Styles of address in Finnish and German 
Here I will present a short overview of the different styles of address in the different 
languages that provide the context for the data of this paper, namely Finnish for ELFA, 
and German—with a mention of the particular characteristics of the Austrian variety of 
German—for VOICE. Each language has a wide variety of resources with which to 
express politeness, but, despite possible overlaps in the systems, how each form is 
interpreted can be wildly different between languages. 
2.4.1 Address in Finnish 
There are two official languages in Finland: Finnish and Swedish. Finnish, a Finno-
Ugric language, is the majority first language in the country by a large lead7, but 
culturally Finland is closer to Sweden than, for example, Estonia, where another Finno-
Ugric language is spoken. Finnish codes of behavior and speech are thus similar to those 
of Sweden (Yli-Vakkuri 2005: 189). Standards of official formal politeness have come 
to Finnish from Europe through Sweden (Yli-Vakkuri 2005: 189) and resemble those 
found in German, for example. The colloquial variety, however, used in unofficial 
formal and informal speech, is unique to Finnish.  
According to Seppänen (1989: 196) the unmarked form of direct address is the use of 
the second person singular pronoun sinä (you, singular) when addressing one person, 
and the second person plural pronoun te (you, plural) when addressing a group of people 
(T-use). The pronoun te can be used to refer to a singular addressee in a polite, distant 
manner (V-use). Finnish politeness, however, is withdrawn and evasive, and reference 
to the addressee is “avoided at all costs” (Yli-Vakkuri 2005: 191). More typical of 
Finnish are indirect forms of address, such as replacing the personal pronoun with an 
adverb that indicates the addressee’s location, e.g. Ja sinne? (And there?) instead of Ja 
                                                 




teille? (And to you?) (Yli-Vakkuri 2005: 191). The most common method of avoiding 
direct or even indirect reference is the use of impersonal constructions or, as Yli-
Vakkuri (2005: 191) describes them, a type of an evasive transformation of a sentence, 
focusing on the subject of the conversation; thus, mention of a person is not 
grammatically required and may by omitted. An example of this is the sentence 
Unohtuiko jotain? (Was something forgotten?), which is a transformation of the 
sentence Unohditteko (te) jotain? (Did you (2.pl) forget something?). First the reference 
to the person, found in the suffix –tte (the pronoun te is optional), is transformed into a 
sort of a passive construction, Unohtuiko teiltä jotain? (Was something forgotten by 
you?), and then omitted altogether (Yli-Vakkuri 2005: 191). Another example of 
indirect address is the passive verb form, or the ‘fourth’ person (Yli-Vakkuri 2005: 192), 
as in the common service encounter question Syödäänkö täällä? ([Will the food be] 
eaten here?), which omits a reference to a person altogether. Seppänen (1989: 199) 
considers these types of avoidance strategies and indirectness to be evidence that 
Finnish emphasizes the negative politeness strategies proposed by Brown and Levinson 
(1987). According to Seppänen (1989: 199), many of the positive politeness strategies 
described by Brown and Levinson would even seem intrusive in Finnish. 
Negative politeness could be achieved by the use of titles and honorifics and thus 
emphasizing the social distance between the speakers; however, this is not the case with 
Finnish (Seppänen 1989: 199). Seppänen (1989: 198) writes that, in terms of the use of 
the name and/or the title of the addressee, Finnish employs almost an opposite politeness 
strategy than English:  rules and norms of politeness do not require the use of name or 
title when addressing someone, and if names or titles are used, there is a special reason 
for that. Yli-Vakkuri (2005: 194) mentions solemn, ceremonial speeches or intimate, 
affectionate speech as possible contexts for the use of terms of address. In unofficial but 
formal speech events they do not generally appear. In fact, Yli-Vakkuri considers 
address by title an obsolete form in Finnish. Examples of solemn, ceremonial speech 
would be addressing the President of Finland or, relating to the topic of this paper, a 




presidentti (Mrs. President) and arvoisa kustos (the honorable custos8). In informal 
speech, titles are used to denote the relationship of the addressee to the speaker, e.g. 
calling one’s grandparents mummi (grandma) and ukki (grandpa) or one’s neighbor 
naapuri (neighbor) (Yli-Vakkuri 2005: 196). 
2.4.2 Address in German 
The German address system is, on the pronominal level, binary: there is a choice 
between the T-form du (‘you-SG’), the pronoun of familiar address, and the V-form Sie 
(‘you-3-P-PL’), the pronoun of formal address (Hickey 2003: 401). Of these two the V-
form can be considered the unmarked or default pronoun in most contexts and the 
pronoun of choice in initial encounters (Clyne, Norrby and Warren 2009: 38, 45). The 
system is not clear-cut and there is a grey area where either T or V may be the default 
pronoun, which causes insecurities even to native speakers of German (Clyne, Norrby 
and Warren 2009: 45-6). 
The choice of address pronoun is governed by social variables of the speakers (age, 
social status and gender), perceived commonalities between the speakers and the context 
of the speech event. In German, considerably older people are always addressed with V, 
whereas same-age addressees are more often than not addressed with V, but T is not 
uncommon, and with younger people T might even be more common than V (Clyne, 
Norrby and Warren 2009: 55). The age of the speakers also affects the choice of 
pronoun, in that the younger the speaker, the more likely he or she is to use T to a same-
age addressee (Clyne, Norrby and Warren 2009: 55). 
Status determines the address patterns in the way that, in the workplace, reciprocal V is 
most commonly used with superiors and reciprocal T is equally common with 
workplace equals. Clyne, Norrby and Warren (2009: 65) note that there is hardly any 
non-reciprocal pronoun use in German and German informants consider it even 
inappropriate between adult strangers. Use of titles used to be the default address form 
(honorific + title (+LN)) to people who possessed them, e.g. Herr Professor (Müller), 
but the use of titles has decreased and today they are used much less frequently in face-
                                                 




to-face communication than was the case 40 years ago (Clyne, Norrby and Warren 
2009: 65). They are still used in formal address, speeches, official letters etc. 
The default nominal forms to go with the German pronouns are first name (FN) with du 
and honorific (+ title) + last name (LN) with Sie (Herr (Professor) Müller). There are 
some intermediary forms as well (Clyne, Norrby and Warren 2009: 42-3): V + FN is 
used by older speakers to younger addressees who they have known since the latter’s 
childhood, whereas T + honorific + LN is used as an intermediary form between the 
most informal T + FN and V + honorific (+ title) + last name. 
Here I should point out the differences between the different national varieties of 
German, namely between the ones from Germany on the one hand and Austria on the 
other. The data of the current paper comes from a corpus from Vienna, thus making the 
Austrian variant relevant. Austrian German distinguishes between the T pronoun du and 
the V pronoun Sie just like German German and it is, some local dialects excluded, 
“strictly observed” (Haumann, Koch and Sornig 2005: 86). The use of FN in 
combination with du is regarded as an obvious sign of intimacy (Haumann, Koch and 
Sornig 2005: 87) 
If the use of titles has declined in Germany, they, as well as honorifics, are still a 
prominent and specific characteristic of formal conversation in Austria (Haumann, Koch 
and Sornig 2005:  87; Clyne, Norrby and Warren 2009: 139). Among these titles and 
honorifics are the terms Herr/Frau (Mr., Mrs.), academic titles Magister, Doktor, 
Professor, Primarius, administrative and honorific titles Direktor, Hofrat, Präsident, 
and political ranks. Misapplication of titles may cause conflict, such as in the case of 
using surnames without a title or Herr/Frau (Haumann, Koch and Sornig 2005:  87). In 
Austria, titles are considered a part of people’s names and their omission can cause 
offence (Clyne, Norrby and Warren 2009: 139).  
2.5 Address in academic settings 
From my own experience as a native speaker of Finnish studying at a Finnish university, 




in the academia. The unmarked pronoun is predominantly the T pronoun sinä among 
students as well between teachers and students. Titles are almost, if not completely, 
unheard of outside of the most formal situations, such as thesis defenses. 
While in other areas of life V is the unmarked form of address in the German speaking 
countries, university students address each other with T reciprocally. This was not 
always the case and before the student movement of the late 1960s and early 1970s, 
students were generally on V terms, unless they were close friends (Clyne, Norrby and 
Warren 2009: 96). Between students and teachers a reciprocal V is the most prevalent 
form at 82 percent, while 13 percent of the interviewees reported variation between T, 
V, and non-reciprocal T-V, where student uses V to teacher and receives T back (Clyne, 
Norrby and Warren 2009: 96). There seems to be variation if the relationship between a 
student and a professor becomes closer, such as between a supervisor and a PhD student, 
or if there is a double relationship, such as one’s professor also being one’s boss (Clyne, 
Norrby and Warren 2009: 97). Clyne, Norrby and Warren (2009: 132) found slightly 
more instances of non-reciprocal use of T and V in Vienna compared to two German 
cities, Mannheim and Leipzig, with 17 percent in Vienna and 12 percent and 9 percent 
in Mannheim and Leipzig, respectively. 
The way professors and other academic staff address one another in German depends on 
the individuals, but it is also affected by the general practices of each department or 
faculty (Clyne, Norrby and Warren 2009: 97). Seniority is one of the factors, with junior 
academics tending to address each other as T with FN (Clyne, Norrby and Warren 2009: 
97). Titles are given in formal situations and in writing especially, but otherwise in 
communication between academic colleagues titles are generally dispensed with (Clyne, 
Norrby and Warren 2009: 98). 
Before the 1960’s the traditional way of addressing at English universities had students 
using academic titles or honorifics + LN to staff and receiving Mr. or Miss + LN back, 
but today the most common form is the mutual use of FN. This is, however, initiated by 
academics, and thus, it is also up to them if they wish to keep a distance and opt for the 




100) claim that address in the university domain is more symmetrical in (British) 
English than in German (and French). 
2.6 Address in American English: Variation in address norms over time 
As we have seen above, address patterns can change over time, as has happened both in 
Britain and Germany. Here I will give an overview of two studies on addressing in 
American English and the changes in address patterns over several decades. The first 
study here was conducted in the 1960’s, while the newer one is from the 2000’s.  
2.6.1 Address in American English in the 1960’s 
Brown and Ford (1966) studied the address forms in the then contemporary American 
English, using as data both written works in the form of contemporary plays as well as 
observed, reported and recorded data from contexts ranging from business firms to 
school children’s discourse. The most common forms of address in American English 
were, according to Brown and Ford’s study (1966: 234), first name (FN) on the one 
hand and title plus last name (TLN) on the other hand. The choice of one form over 
another is based on the relationship between the speaker and the addressee, not so much 
on the properties of any individual discourse participant (Brown and Ford 1966: 234-5). 
This contrasts with what Braun (1988) writes about non-homogenous groups, where the 
reasons for choosing one form over another could be found in the individual speaker’s 
properties and their assessment of the situation, not so much in the relationship between 
speakers. 
The two most common address forms can be used in three logical patterns (Brown and 
Ford 1966: 235): reciprocal exchange of FN, reciprocal exchange of TLN, and the non-
reciprocal use in which one person uses FN and the other TLN. The majority of dyads10 
use mutual FN, and Brown and Ford (1966: 236) state that in (their) contemporary 
American English the move from TLN to FN is a question of the degree of acquaintance 
between the speakers, with younger people requiring a smaller degree than older people, 
similarly to same sex dyads requiring a smaller degree than different sex dyads before 
                                                 




moving from TLN to FN. Brown and Ford (1966: 236) explain that the distance from 
TLN to FN can sometimes be covered in a very short time, often 5 minutes of 
interaction being long enough. 
The rules governing the non-reciprocal use seem to relate to the age of the speakers on 
the one hand and the occupational status on the other hand (Brown and Ford 1966: 236). 
Children tend to say TLN to adults and receive FN in return. Adults adopt non-
reciprocal use when the age difference is 15 years or more, with the younger speaker 
using TLN to the elder and receiving FN in return. Difference in occupational status can 
involve either enduring or temporary subordination (employer and employee, client and 
waiter/waitress), or difference in the perceived status of the occupations even when they 
do not involve subordination (e.g. in the United States senators have a higher status than 
firefighters) (Brown and Ford 1966: 236). Brown and Ford (1966: 236) say that, even 
though age and occupational status co-occur often as elements guiding the use of 
address forms, difference in either alone is able to generate the non-reciprocal pattern. 
In English the element of time is also involved with address (Brown & Ford 1966: 240): 
mutual TLN implies less contact between speakers than mutual FN and—unless other 
rules dictate mutual FN from the get-go—comes before adopting mutual FN, with non-
reciprocal use as a possible transitional phase. The invitation to use mutual FN should, 
as Brown and Ford found out (1966: 240-4), come from the superior in the dyad. 
2.6.2 Address in contemporary American English 
Murray (2002), recreating the study by Brown and Ford (1966) and bringing it to the 
new millennium, suggests that, although the forms of address are more or less intact in 
American English, the rules governing their use have, if not changed, at least widened. 
Additionally a new form of address has been introduced in addition to FN and TLN, 
namely title plus first name (TFN). Murray’s (2002: 44) suggestion is, that “in the 40 
years after Brown and Ford’s essay, either the conventions of address or the basic 





In a study replicating Brown and Ford’s study closely, Murray (2002: 48) found out that 
while mutual FN is still the most frequently occurring form of address, mutual TLN is 
no longer the undisputed norm between newly-introduced adults. Additionally, the age 
and sex/gender of the addressee is no longer a significant factor in the choice of address 
form, i.e. the frequency of mutual FN was almost the same whether the speaker was 
younger, older, or the same age as the addressee, or of different or same sex (Murray 
2002: 48-9). 
It is in the reciprocal use of address that the newer study shows the greatest differences. 
Brown and Ford (1966) mention age and occupational status as the major factors in 
determining which address form to use. Murray (2002: 50), however, found out that, 
even though adults still use FN to address children, as expected, it is not possible to 
predict how the child will address the adult. The expected form used to be TLN, but now 
FN appeared 42 percent of the time (Murray 2002: 50). Similarly, 58 percent of adult 
speakers used FN to address other adults 15 or more years older than they (Murray 
2002: 50). For occupational status, the relationship of enduring subordination now 
elicited FN 28 percent of the time when the speaker was the one with lower status, 
something that Murray (2002: 50) relates to the overall trend of eliminating executives’ 
titles in some large American companies. The same pattern appears in relationships of 
temporary subordination, with the lower-status person using FN 37 percent of the time 
(Murray 2002: 51). 
Murray (2002: 52) suspects that there has been a move towards reciprocity in address in 
American English. In Murray’s data this move originates among those speakers who in 
Brown and Ford’s study were addressed using FN and were expected to respond with 
TLN. Murray (2002: 53-4) claims that the change has happened because 1) the social 
pecking order based on occupational status and age has changed or no longer exists and 
2) Americans’ notions of distance, formality, intimacy, and status have changed. In 
Murray’s data (2002) an age difference of 40 years or more is required to trigger non-
reciprocal address. As for occupational status, “the American public no longer views 
workers at the bottom of the occupational ladder as being so distant from those in the 




formulates a series of questions that guide the choice between FN and TLN in American 
English: 
1. Does the addressee have an occupational status that is much higher? If so, use 
TLN. If not, 
2. Is the addressee more than 40 years older? If so, use TLN. If not, 
3. Is the addressee a relatively new acquaintance with whom I feel uncomfortable 
using FN? If so, use TLN. If not, 
4. Use FN. 
2.7 Perceptions of appropriate address: an ELF point of view 
To round up the discussion about the changing address norms in American English, I 
will now present some findings about the perceptions of both American (native speakers 
of English) and international (non-native speakers of English) students’ notions on 
appropriate address forms. In an unpublished study, Hofäcker (2006)11 studied the 
perceptions of the proper use of address terms among American students on the one 
hand and German and Kyrgyz students on the other hand. The goal was to find out how 
well the non-native speakers had adopted the pragmatic rules of using language 
appropriately for the target culture, in this case the United States. The questionnaire 
study consisted of 22 sample situations involving the use of address, asking the 
respondents either to “fill in the blank” or to evaluate whether the given address options 
were suitable in the situation.  
For the American respondents academic title plus last name was the preferred form, 
alongside with Mr., Miss and Mrs. plus last name. The German students followed the 
American students’ pattern for the most part, deviating only by preferring Mr. + last 
name instead of academic title plus last name, explainable through the fact that the 
analogous Herr in German is a perfectly acceptable way of addressing university 
professors. The German students—and the Kyrgyz students as well—also used madam 
instead of ma’am when addressing unknown females, conflicting with the American 
students’ answers; for the Americans ma’am was the only option. 
                                                 




The Kyrgyz students’ answers deviated from the Americans’ norms in that they did not 
recognize the gender neutrality issue in addressing a group of unknown people, 
something that must be paid attention to when communicating in the United States. 
Another pragmatic mistake by the Kyrgyz students was the use of boy as an appropriate 
address for a 20-year-old male. For the Americans this was uniformly inappropriate and 
it could even be an insult if directed toward African American males. 
Hofäcker’s results are interesting in the light of Murray’s findings discussed in 2.6 
above. Not only were the German and Kyrgyz students reporting preference of title + 
last name even though in present day native speaker American English the preferred 
form is first name, unless there is a great distance in status and age between the speaker, 
but also the American students in his study seemed to channel an older norm with title 
and last name being their preferred option. It is, of course, one thing to let the speakers 
report on what form they think they would use and to observe the actual usage, which is 
the focus of my study in this paper. 
2.8 Summary of previous studies 
Let us now briefly bring together what the previous studies have to offer for this paper. 
The most common forms of address in American English are first name (FN) and title 
plus last name (TLN) and their use used to be governed by the age and status of the 
speakers of the dyad. An age difference of 15 years or more used to be enough to trigger 
the non-reciprocal use of address forms, where one speaker uses TLN and receives FN. 
This hierarchy—alongside with the pecking order based on occupational status—has 
leveled as we come to the present day. What is distant now would have been very 
distant in the 1960’s. An even greater difference in age and status is required to trigger 
non-reciprocal use of address. When asked to provide an appropriate address form in 
English, international students—German and Kyrgyz—were found to follow the 
American English speakers’ answers, for the most part. This indicates that the 
international students were aware of the pragmatic norms of English, as well, in addition 




Based on the above I will now turn to the two corpora and the use of address forms 
therein. My goal is to find out how title and name are used in the two ELF corpora. Of 
interest will be whether the use of address forms in the two ELF contexts—the first in 
Finland, the second in Austria—follow similar patterns as that in contemporary United 
States and if not, what kinds of differences emerge. The two ELF corpora studied here 
are situated in very different linguistic and cultural contexts, also in terms of address 
norms. It would seem reasonable to assume that the differences in the surrounding 
languages, namely Finnish and German, would show as interference in the ELF used in 
these contexts, but it is not necessarily possible to see strong influence from the 
surrounding cultural and linguistic environment in the ELF corpora, in terms of how 
social distance is expressed by the use of title and name. Instead, the two corpora 
display rather similar patterns of title and name use in that there is very little of title use 
in general, and that most of it seems to be caused by the speech event types themselves 
rather than the sociolinguistic factors of the speakers. 
3 Data and methods 
3.1 The ELFA corpus 
The first set of data for this paper comes from the ELFA corpus (ELFA 2008)12. The 
ELFA corpus is a corpus of spoken academic English as a lingua franca. The corpus 
contains 1 million words of transcribed speech recorded at the University of Tampere, 
the University of Helsinki, Tampere University of Technology, and the Helsinki 
University of Technology.  
The speech events in the corpus include both monologic (33 percent of the data) and 
dialogic/polylogic events (67 percent) from a range of disciplinary domains. The 
speakers in ELFA represent 51 different first languages from all over the world. Native 
English speakers represent 5 percent of all speakers while speakers with Finnish as their 
first language remain a relatively small group at 28.5 percent. 
                                                 




The data in the corpus is authentic in the sense that it is not elicited for research 
purposes but occurs naturally and it consists of complete speech events, giving access to 
any changes that happen during the speech event. The speech events were selected into 
the corpus based on their genre/event type and discipline. Other criteria involve 
institutional hierarchies, which affect the speakers’ interpersonal relations, such as peer 
sessions vs. groups mixed with respect to academic status (lectures, seminars, and other 
sessions with teacher + students). The latter type is focused on more, because of its 
dominance in the discourse community. 
3.2 Name tags in the ELFA corpus 
As the main data for this paper I will use a list of name tags in the ELFA corpus13 (with 
a similar list being used for the VOICE corpus). Altogether the corpus contains 1308 
anonymized name tags, but 296 of these have no speaker attribution (they are either 
unknown or unidentified), leaving me 1012 tags with a reference to a speaker in the 
transcription. Out of these 1012 name tags 55 are instances of someone addressing 
themselves (i.e. self-introduction). I will leave these to another study and focus here 
only on those instances where someone is addressing (or referring to) someone present 
in the same speech event. There are 957 tags used for this purpose in the data. In order 
to access the effect of different social parameters of the speaker and the addressee I 
created lists where I excluded those name tags that did not provide information about the 
age or academic status of the addressee, leaving me with 855 tags with information 
about the age (but not necessarily status) of the addressee in one file and 868 tags with 
information about the status (but not necessarily age) of the addressee in another file.  
Alongside the name tags themselves I have access to the concordance line (the 
immediate context) of each tag as well as information about the speech event type. I also 
have access to information concerning the participants in the discourse, i.e. the 
approximate age (17-23, 24-30, 31-50, 51+), academic status (senior staff, junior staff, 
research student, masters student, undergraduate, other, unknown) and first language of 
                                                 
13 I thank Ray Carey for writing the program that generated the lists of name tags with the concordance 
lines as well as with the characteristics of both the speaker and the addressee in a form that was easy to 




the speaker and the addressee. This metadata provides the basis for a sociolinguistic 
analysis of the usage of title + name as an address form. 
Unfortunately the anonymous name tag hides whether the name used was a first name, a 
last name, a nickname, or some combination thereof. Therefore my analysis of the 
ELFA corpus will not be able to reveal anything about the emerging address form of 
title plus FN, mentioned by Murray (2002). I will also have to make the assumption that 
when the name tag appears without a title or Mr. or Mrs. in front of it, it is roughly 
equivalent to the address form FN in the previous studies by Murray (2002) and Brown 
and Ford (1966).  
3.3 The VOICE Corpus 
The Vienna-Oxford International Corpus of English (VOICE) is a corpus of spoken 
English as a lingua franca compiled at the University of Vienna in Austria. The current 
version of VOICE contains roughly 1 million words of spoken ELF, or 110 hours and 
35 minutes of recorded and transcribed interactions (VOICE 2013)14. 
The speakers in VOICE, just like in the ELFA corpus, represent a wide range of first 
languages: altogether there are speakers of 49 different first languages, not limited to all 
the major European languages, but including also non-European languages. Included 
among these languages is English as L1 as well. However, L1 English speakers are a 
small minority in the corpus, representing only 7 percent of all speakers, thus reducing 
the possibility of native speaker norm bias in the corpus. 
The VOICE corpus consists of four domains: Educational (ED), leisure (LE), and 
professional (P), the last of which is further divided into professional business (PB), 
professional organizational (PO), and professional research and science (PR). To be able 
to compare the results from VOICE with those from ELFA, which consists solely of the 
academic domain, I created a sub-corpus focusing on the educational and professional 
research and science domains of VOICE. These two (ED and PR) represent ca. 36 
                                                 




percent of the total word count of the corpus (363919 words out of ca. 1 million words), 
or 61 speech events out of 151. 
3.4 Name tags in VOICE 
According to the mark-up conventions15 of VOICE, all names of people, companies, 
organizations etc. are anonymized in the transcriptions. As for the interest of this 
study—personal names, that is—VOICE gives us slightly more information than the 
ELFA corpus. Whereas in ELFA personal names are anonymized with a uniform 
<NAME> tag regardless of whether it replaces a first name, last name, nickname or any 
combination thereof, in VOICE first names and last names are replaced with individual 
tags denoting the participant referred to—[S1] and [S1/last], respectively, with [S1] 
[S1/last] representing the full name of the addressee—enabling us to see the actual form 
of address in more detail. Names of people not present in the conversation are 
anonymized with a [first name1] for the first name and [last name1] for the last name. 
After separating the name tags of the academic sub-corpus from the rest of the name 
tags in the whole corpus I was left with 1039 hits. I then sorted and cleaned the data in a 
few steps. First, because cases where someone was addressed with their full name—that 
is both their first and last name—appeared as two separate hits in the corpus search and 
thus would skew the results, I combined the two hits in all such cases to form a hit with 
a name tag in the form of [S1]+[S1/last]. Wanting to focus on the act of addressing 
someone present in the speech event instead of simply referring to or naming someone 
from outside of the current situation, I removed all cases of speakers referring to 
themselves as well as to people not present in the speech event. 
I then looked at each concordance line and, when necessary, the text file itself, to 
determine whether the name was used as an address form or not, and removed hits that 
weren’t relevant for this study. Among these were e.g. references to people who had 
been participants in the speech event and thus assigned with a [S#] tag, but who had 
already left the speech event, such as in the example from file PRcon536: 
                                                 
15 http://www.univie.ac.at/voice/page/documents/VOICE_mark-up_conventions_v2-1.pdf (accessed last 




(3) PRcon536:145 S6:  okay so i'll i'll ask [S8/last] then 
PRcon536:146 S7:  right [S8/last] perhaps he knows also 
In this example S8 had left the conversation already over a hundred lines earlier, so the 
name tag here does not count for the current study of title and name as address forms (or 
as references to individuals still participant in the conversation). In the case of repeated 
name tags, I counted the repeated name tag as one single hit for the purpose of 
calculating the frequencies of the different address forms. However, if the repeated 
name tag clearly belonged to a new utterance, I kept the two separate and counted them 
both as hits. An example of this below: 
(4) PRpan13:5 S1: […] she is the first to present her commentary and 
the next one then would be would be [S3] [S3/last] [S3] [S3/last] is the executive xxxx 
the executive director of the […] 
In this example I consider the sequences “the next one then would be [S3] [S3/last]” and 
“[S3] [S3/last] is the executive director” to be two different units rather than examples 
of repetition of the name. In other words, it is not possible to take out one of the two 
mentions of the name without modifying the utterance somehow, e.g., by replacing the 
latter with the pronoun who. 
This was admittedly an impressionistic step and some hits that I chose to remove could 
be included in this study by other people’s judgment. Regarding the removal of the hits 
that refer to individuals no longer present in the discourse is especially subject to 
interpretation, seeing how it is difficult to know when someone leaves without seeing a 
video recording of the situation. All in all, after these steps I was left with 521 hits that 
can be more or less clearly interpreted as acts of addressing.  
Following the steps taken with the ELFA data, I then separated the hits into two files: 
those with information about the age of both the speaker and the addressee, and those 
with information about the occupation of both the speaker and the addressee. The first 
set contains 487 hits, while the second is made up of 408 hits. With these steps I was 





3.5 Corpus Methods 
The aim of this paper is to see how one particular part of discourse phenomenon—
addressing—is realized in actual language use in a particular context. Corpus methods 
allow us to do that by analyzing patterns of usage and frequencies in large collections of 
empirical data, or texts, and testing hypotheses in actual language use (Biber, Conrad 
and Reppen 1998). Romaine (2008: 96-7) sees a natural link between sociolinguistics 
and corpus linguistics in that both study spoken and written language in context. The 
needs of sociolinguistics have influenced the creation of corpora so that metadata about 
the speakers (such as their age, gender, educational background, etc. are collected at the 
time of data collection (O’Keeffe and McCarthy 2010: 11). Most corpus-based 
sociolinguistic studies employ what Romaine (2008: 98) refers to as quantitative 
variationist methodology to reveal and analyze correlations between variable features 
and external social factors such as social class, age, ethnicity etc.  
Because of time and economic constraints most commercially available corpora focus 
on standard language, leading sociolinguists to compile corpora of their own in order to 
access the features and variables of non-standard language that most often are of interest 
to sociolinguists (Romaine 2008: 97). The ELFA and VOICE corpora, however, are 
especially suitable for a sociolinguistic corpus study, because of their natural spoken 
language content that is marked for social factors such as age, sex, first language and 
status (or occupational role) in the speech community. 
The use of name and title plus name as address forms was then analyzed based on the 
sociolinguistic factors relating to the speaker and the addressee. For the scope of this 
paper I chose to begin with the factors that native English speakers in the United States 
consider the most important when choosing the appropriate address form: 
occupational/professional status and age (Brown and Ford 1964). Using the sorting tools 
in Microsoft Office Excel 2013 I was easily able to organize the tags based on the 
particular factors I was focusing on. The results and their analysis are presented below. 
Based on the previous studies on address in (American) English, I hypothesized that the 




addressing a person of higher status. Similarly the youngest speakers should be those 
who use title + name most frequently when addressing people significantly older than 
them. 
4 Results and analysis 
In this chapter I will present the results of my corpus searches in the two corpora. I will 
start with the results from the ELFA corpus, then go over the VOICE corpus results, and 
end with a comparison of the two. 
4.1 ELFA: title + name 
I started the analysis of the ELFA corpus by searching for some common titles and 
address terms from the list of 957 name tags where the speaker addressed (or refers to) 
another participant in the conversation. To search for the different titles I simply used 
the search function of Microsoft Excel 2013. I then looked at the concordance lines of 
all the hits found with the search function in order to determine if they were valid for the 
analysis or not, counting only the instances where the title or address term appeared next 
to a name tag. The results are shown below, with the normalized frequencies for each 
title + name combination. 
Table 1: # of title + name uses and their frequencies in ELFA 
title 
# of title + 
<name> 
Frequency of title + 
name per 10,000 words 
# of 
<name> 
Frequency of name only 
per 10,000 words 
professor 56 0.56 859 8.59 
Mr. 18 0.18   
doctor 13 0.13   
docent 6 0.06   
Other 3 0.03   
Mrs. 2 0,02   




The numbers in Table 1 show that, when compared to the number of name tags, these 
titles do not co-occur very commonly with names as an address form in the ELFA 
corpus. There were altogether 98 cases of title + name, or ca. 10 percent out of all cases 
of name as an address form, giving this address form a frequency of 0.98 hits per 10,000 
words. This means that in 859 cases the only address term was the name of the 
addressee alone, giving that form a frequency of 8.59 per 10,000 words. Combined these 
two types (i.e., all uses of name, both with and without a title) appear at a frequency of 
9.57 per 10,000 words. 
The most common title + name combination in ELFA is professor + name with 56 hits 
(0.56 per 10,000 words). This is exactly three times more common than the second most 
common combination of Mr. + name, which had 18 hits (0.18 per 10,000 words). The 
third most common combination was doctor + name at 13 hits (0.13 per 10,000 words). 
The remaining ones were all below 10 hits (frequency < 0.1 per 10,000 words). 
Interestingly, the masculine address term Mr. was much more frequent than the female 
counterpart Mrs. (only 2 hits), with the other terms used when addressing women (miss, 
Ms.) completely missing from the results. The type other contains two combination 
titles: two uses of doctor professor and one use of professor doctor. More on these in 
4.2.5 below. 
ELF in the Finnish universities represented in the ELFA corpus is similar to American 
English in that the use of the form title + name appears less frequently than using the 
addressee’s (first) name alone. Of course, it must be remembered that the anonymous 
name tags in ELFA do not reveal if the <name> following the title is a first name, last 
name or something else. 
4.1.1 Title + name: academic role 
The next question is who uses what form to whom? Based on the previous studies (2.6.2 
above), non-reciprocal use of address forms—a younger speaker uses a title towards an 
older addressee and receives just a name in return—is triggered in American English 




years. Table 2 below shows the number of instances of title + name among 
undergraduate, master’s, and research students, and junior and senior staff. 
Table 2: # of title + name uses in ELFA based on role 
  Role of the speaker       




Junior staff Senior staff 
student student 
Undergraduate 0 0 0 0 0 
Master's 
student 
0 0 0 0 0 
Research 
student 
0 0 0 0 15 
Junior staff 0 1 0 1 4 
Senior staff 0 1 12 4 45 
Keeping in mind that—in contemporary American English—if there does not exist a 
great difference in status or age, the preferred form of address is a mutual FN (Murray 
2002), which makes the results in Table 2 seem surprising. First of all, there are no 
instances of title + name from undergraduates at all. In this data the speakers on the 
lower ranks of the academic hierarchy do not use the most formal term at all. There are 
2 hits of this address form used by master’s students towards addressees in higher 
positions. Amongst junior staff there are altogether 5 title + name uses, one of which is 
directed to a person at the same level as the speaker and four to a higher status 
addressee. The most interesting finding is that, in this data, title + name is only used in a 
higher frequency by the speakers in the highest ranking: senior staff. They use title + 
name altogether 64 times, out of which 19 (or ca. 30 percent) are given downwards in 
the hierarchy and the remaining 42 hits (ca. 70 percent) are towards addressees on the 
same hierarchical level with the speaker. 
An exception to the overall lack of the more polite or formal address form directed 
upwards in the hierarchy comes from the speaker group research students. They have 12 
hits of title + name, all of which are directed upwards towards the highest ranking 
people in the corpus, senior staff. There is quite a reasonable explanation to this: all of 




the formal titles towards one’s opponent as well as the kustos (the primary supervisor of 
the thesis)16. I will return to the effect of speech event type on the use of title and name 
in 4.1.3. 
4.1.2 Title + name: age 
Next I will present the distribution of title + name uses with age of the speaker and the 
addressee as the organizing factor. There are four age groups identified in ELFA: 17-23, 
24-30, 31-50, and 51+. Table 3 below shows the number of title + name uses based on 
the age of the speaker and the addressee. 




      
Age of 
addressee 
17-23 24-30 31-50 51+ 
17-23 0 0 0 0 
24-30 0 0 3 1 
31-50 1 1 25 24 
51+ 0 2 8 13 
total 1 3 36 38 
Altogether there were 78 instances of title + name where age information was available 
of both the speaker and the addressee. Here again the results are somewhat contrary to 
the hypothesis of increasing formality towards an older addressee. The two younger age 
groups have only few instances of title + name—one hit in the age group 17-23 and 3 in 
the age group 24-30; they are, however, directed to addressees older than the speaker.  
The most uses of the address form title + name are found in the two older age groups. 
The age group 31-50 had 37 uses of title + name, of which 3 (8 percent) were given 
towards younger addressees, 25 (68 percent) towards the same age group, and 9 (24 
percent towards older addressees. Altogether, the 31-50 year-old speakers represented 
48 percent of the uses of title + name with information on the age of the participants. 
                                                 
16 For instructions on the forms of address at a public examination of a PhD thesis at the University of 





The age group of 51+ had 36 uses (47 percent) but for them the most common addressee 
was in the age group 31-50, with 22 hits (61 percent), and towards their own age group 
they used title + name 13 times (36 percent).  
So far the results do not confirm the hypothesis that younger speakers and those in lower 
status position would use the title + name form when addressing older speakers and 
those of higher status. Younger speakers and those with lower status do not use title + 
name to address their listeners even when there is a greater difference in age and status. 
At the same time the oldest speakers and those with the highest status are the only ones 
to use title plus name and they use it mainly to address others of their own age group or 
of the same status. This is, perhaps, caused by the fact that PhD defenses, where the 
more formal address form is more likely encountered, involve the oldest members of the 
academia, the candidate often being closer to 30 years old and the opponent and the 
kustos closer to 50 years old or older. 
However, if we consider the nature of ELF in comparison to EFL (Jenkins 2006), it 
would be more surprising to find that the non-native speakers followed a native-speaker 
model when using ELF. Instead, perhaps the general lack of title + name uses amongst 
the younger speakers and those with lower status is a reflection of the Finnish norms of 
address, which emphasize the avoidance of names and titles (Seppänen 1989). 
4.1.3 The use of title + name in different speech event types 
Here I will present the distribution of the address form title + name across the different 
speech event types in the ELFA corpus. The speech event types with any title + name 
uses and their proportions in the corpus are: 
 Conference discussion (CDIS), 7% 
 University degree program, defense discussion (UDEFD), 20% 
 University degree program, monologic lecture (ULEC), 14% 
 University degree program, lecture discussion (ULECD), 6% 
 University degree program, seminar discussion (USEMD), 33% 
 University degree program, seminar presentation (USEMP), 8% 









CDIS UDEFD ULEC ULECD USEMD USEMP 
number 
of title + 
name 
uses 




5.29 1.70 0.14 0.50 0.21 0.38 
Visible from Table 4 is that most of the title + name uses in the ELFA corpus occur in 
the more formal and official speech types, which are also high-stakes in terms of 
academic professionalism and status: conference discussions (CDIS) and doctoral thesis 
defense discussions (UDEFD). At the level of raw hits the two appear relatively equal in 
terms of the occurrence of title + name, but when the number of hits is normalized 
based on the proportion of each speech event type, we see that in conference discussions 
the form is over three times more common (5.29 hits per 10,000 words) words than in 
defense discussions (1.70 hits per 10,000 words), where it is, again, over three times 
more frequent than in lecture discussion (0.50 hits per 10,000 words). However, 
conference discussion and defense discussions excluded, all the other speech event types 
have less than ten hits of title + name, thus making it too unreliable to say anything 
definitive for these speech event types.  
A recurring use of title + name in CDIS and UDEFD events is the speaker thanking 
someone after their speech or presentation, or welcoming someone to the stage: 
(5) …there is no any more questions so i thank doctor <NAME S17> for the very er 
systematic and thorough er… 
(6) …in time and er it's time to introduce doctor <NAME S3> er we probably have these 





This address form is notably absent from less formal speech events such as 
undergraduate seminars, panel discussion etc, and almost completely absent from lecture 
discussions. These speech event types would presumably be less formal than conference 
situations or thesis defenses, thus eliciting less of the most formal address form in the 
formal openings or closings of speech turns.  
4.2 VOICE: title + name 
I will now turn to the second set of data, which comes from the VOICE corpus. After 
going through all the name tags in the academic sub-corpus (consisting of the 
Educational and Professional research and science domains) and removing from them 
self-references by the speaker and those that I identified as not referring to someone 
present in the discourse or to someone who had already left, as well as combining into 
one hit all cases of repetition, I was left with 521 instances of name being used as an 
address form. Out of these 521 hits there were 37 instances where the name appeared 
with a title. Thus, 483 times the only address form was the name of the addressee in 
some form. The titles used alongside a name were: professor, doctor, mister, missis 
(Mrs.), and miss. There were also two titles borrowed from other languages, frau and 
magistra, which both appeared once. More on those in 4.3. Table 5 below sums the 
number of hits for each combination of title + name as well as the normalized 
frequencies per 10.000 words for each. 
Table 5: # of title + name in the VOICE academic sub-corpus 
title 
# of title + 
name 
Frequency of title + name 
per 10.000 words 
# of 
name 
Frequency of name only 
per 10.000 words 
doctor 11 0.30 483 13.3 
mister 9 0.25     
professor 8 0.22     
miss 5 0.14     
missis 2 0.05     
other 2 0.05     




What is immediately visible in the table is that address without a title is the most 
common address form by far. The only professional titles used in the academic sub-
corpus were the academic titles professor and doctor. The masculine address title mister 
appeared at a relatively similar frequency as the feminine Mrs. (missis in the VOICE 
corpus) and miss, with 9 hits (0.25 per 10,000 words) for the former and a combined 7 
hits (0.19 per 10.000 words) for the latter. Interestingly, the title miss appeared more 
frequently than the title missis. 
It must be pointed out, however, that out of the 11 hits of doctor + name, 9 occur in one 
speech event (PRpan585) and, in that file, 8 of them by the same speaker S1. This 
illustrates clearly both the limitations and the possibilities of a corpus study. On the one 
hand, if we were to look at the raw hits or the normalized frequencies alone, doctor + 
name shows up as the most common form. On the other hand, a well-annotated corpus 
reveals the context and the speaker attributes, thus enabling us to notice the 
concentration of the item under investigation to one event type or even one individual 
event and to one speaker therein. In 4.2.4 I will return to the effects that the speech event 
type and genre have on the distribution of the different address forms in VOICE. 
With the VOICE data we are able to look at the name tags more closely and observe the 
different forms that the names appear in when used as an address term. In 4.2.1 below I 
will present the findings about the variation of the form of the name tags. 
4.2.1 Variation in the name tags 
Because of the way the VOICE corpus is anonymized—separating first names and last 
names under different tags—it is possible to look at the variation of the form the name 
itself takes as an address form, something that is not possible with the ELFA corpus. 
There were three variants of the form of name amongst the name tags as address form. 
These were: 
 First name alone: type [S1] 
 Last name alone [S1/last] 




Table 6 below shows the number of hits and normalized frequencies for each form. 
Table 6: # of different variations of name in VOICE 
Form hits Frequency per 10,000 words 
Name 426 11.71 
Name + last 
name 53 1.46 
Last name 41 1.13 
Name alone appeared to be the most common form of a name in the VOICE data with 
426 hits, or 11.71 per 10,000 words. This was followed by the combination of a first 
name and a last name, with 53 hits (1.46 per 10,000 words), leaving last name alone as 
the least common form (41 hits, 1.13 per 10,000 words). Following native speaker 
usage, name alone does not co-occur with a title. Out of all the 37 uses of title + name,   
11 times the title appeared alongside the full name and 26 times with only the last name 
of the addressee. In the VOICE data titles were never combined only with the first name 
of the addressee. 
Next I will look at the distribution of the different forms that names appear in the 
address forms, based on the age of the participants. Tables 7, 8, and 9 below show the 
number of uses of first name, first name + last name and last name alone for each age 
group. It must be borne in mind, however, that these numbers are not normalized, 
because it was not possible to determine the number of speakers in each age group.  




      
Age of 
addressee 
17-24 25-34 35-49 50+ 
17-24 180 18 12 32 
25-34 8 29 18 0 
35-49 0 5 53 4 





Table 8: # of uses of last name in VOICE 
  
Age of 
speaker       
Age of 
addressee 
17-24 25-34 35-49 50+ 
17-24 13 1 0 0 
25-34 0 6 0 1 
35-49 0 2 5 1 
50+ 0 2 8 0 
 




      
Age of 
addressee 
17-24 25-34 35-49 50+ 
17-24 4 0 2 0 
25-34 0 6 0 0 
35-49 0 1 19 5 
50+ 0 0 10 3 
Looking at the three tables above, the most uses of a name as an address form come 
from the youngest age group, the 17-24 years old speakers, with a total of 207 hits. Out 
of these, 190 were first names only. However, 197 times out of the total 207 uses, name 
was used towards another speaker in the same age group, which means that, in this data 
set at least, the youngest speakers either do not tend to address the older speakers by 
name, or then they do not even speak to the older speakers much. However, when 
speaking to other speakers in the same age group, clearly the most common form of a 
name with 91 percent was a first alone. 
The second age group, 25-34, had 73 hits for a name as an address form. Within this age 




age groups. Still, name alone was the most common form of a name with 55 hits, or 75 
percent of all hits from this age group. In this data the most common addressee to 
receive a name in some form from a speaker in this age group is an addressee of the 
same age group, with 41 hits for the 25-34 to 25-34 combination, or 56 percent of all 
addresses by this age group. For this combination, a name alone is also the most 
common form with 29 hits out of 44, or 66 percent. 
The age group of 35-49 years old used name as address form a total of 154 times. Out of 
these 110 were first names only, which was used to address all age groups. First name 
alone is also the most used form of a name for each age group when addressed by a 
speaker in the age group 35-49. 
Besides a few coincidental hits, the oldest age group, 50+, seem to only use name as an 
address form towards the youngest group, and in this data it is always the first name 
only. The oldest speakers, alongside with the second oldest age group, are the only 
speakers in this data to use the more formal address form of a full name. Unfortunately, 
because the number of speakers in each age group is not known for this subset of the 
whole VOICE corpus, it is not possible to say whether this is because the oldest 
speakers do not use name as much as the others, or because there just are so few 
speakers in this age group that the numbers inevitably remain low. 
4.2.2 Title + name: age 
For this section I filtered out all those name tags that did not contain information about 
the age of both the speaker and the addressee. This left me with 487 hits out of the 520 
cases of name used in an address form. The VOICE corpus categorizes the participants 
into the following four age groups: 17-24, 25-34, 35-49, and 50+. Out of the 37 
instances of title + name, 34 contained information about the age of both the speaker 





Table 10: # of title + name in VOICE based on age 
 
Age of speaker 
   Age of addressee 17-24 25-34 35-49 50+ 
17-24 0 1 1 0 
25-34 0 5 0 1 
35-49 0 2 10 1 
50+ 0 2 11 0 
The results above show that the address form title + name was not used at all by the 
youngest participants in the corpus, much as was the case with the ELFA corpus. This 
again goes against the native speaker norm, where the expected address form from a 
younger speaker to a much older addressee would include a title. Most uses of this 
address form were found amongst the age group 35-49, who used title + name when 
addressing speakers in the same age group or older. For the other age groups there were 
only the occasional uses of title + name, except for a small spike in the frequency when 
a speaker in the age group 25-34 addressed someone in the same age group. Unlike in 
the ELFA corpus, the oldest speakers in VOICE did not have many hits of title + name. 
The reason for this is perhaps the fact that there may not be as many speakers in the 
oldest age group. 
4.2.3 Title + name: status 
Next I will present the distribution of title + name based on the occupation (or status) of 
the speaker and the addressee. Instead of coding the discourse participants with a 
comparable role tag—like the ELFA corpus does—the VOICE corpus gives the 
occupation of the speakers instead. The list of 37 title + name usages contained only 18 
instances where both the speaker and the addressee were coded with occupational 
information, thus these results cannot be taken as generalizable to a larger context. 
Instead of presenting here a table of the relative order of the speakers’ social status, table 
11 below displays each instance of title + name with the occupational information given 





Table 11: all title + name uses in VOICE based on occupation 
SPEAKER OCCUPATION ADDRESSEE OCCUPATION 
S1 
coordinator of 
exchange programs S2/last student 
S3 
employee at 
company for interior 
design S5/last 
employee at company for 
interior design 
S8 university employee S6+S6/last 
employee of international 
relations office 
S8 university employee S24+S24/last 
employee at an international 
relations office 
S2 education consultant S5+S5/last 
doctoral candidate and 
lecturer of gender studies 
S6 employee of bank S5/last 
university assistant at 
department of business 
administration 
S8 university employee S11/last high university official 
    
S2 education consultant S3+S3/last professor of sociology 
S2 education consultant S6+S6/last professor of gender studies 
S8 university employee S15+S15/last university professor 
S2 education consultant S4+S4/last professor of philosophy 
S1 journalist S2/last 





relations office S11/last high university official 
S7 
university assistant 
at department of 
economics S3/last 
head of marketing of financial 
institute 
S8 
chief economist of 
bank S2/last 
CEO of economics research 
company 
S1 journalist S4/last 
board member of insurance 
company 
S1 journalist S5/last chief economist of bank 
For the purpose of the analysis here, I consider student to represent the lowest end of the 
status spectrum here, with the professors, CEOs, heads-of and board members being the 
highest social ranking. My reasoning here is that, in academic and professional research 




after graduation, with the status of a professor being at the highest academic level, on a 
similar status level as a CEO in a company hierarchy.  
What is clearly visible in the table, then, is that there is only one instance, in bold on 
line 2, of title + name being directed to an addressee in a lower status level than the 
speaker. Here a coordinator of exchange programs is speaking to a student: 
(7) EDsed251:1 S1:  okay haeh are you all settled perfect miss [S2/last] 
are we 
EDsed251:2 S2:  yes i'm fine thank you @@@ @ thank you very 
much 
EDsed251:3 S1:  okay xx we can start 
Here S1 is opening a talk and either checks with S2 if she is ready for the session to start 
or, keeping in mind that this is a talk where S1 welcomes incoming international 
students, she can also be referring to S2 being settled in the new university and city, etc. 
Whichever the case, it seems to be an initial stage of their acquaintance and thus, using 
the more formal address form is not out of place. If the second reading is correct, then 
there is also the fact that S1, in her role of coordinator of exchange programs, is a type 
of a service provider while S2 then is the buyer of this service, thus changing their 
relationship into one of a customer and a service provider, making them more equal than 
a student and an administrative officer would be. 
There are five instances of title + name being used towards someone in a relatively 
similar position as the speaker. These are highlighted in italics in the table.  
(8) EDint330:1181 S3:  you want a word with [S5]  
EDint330:1182 S1:  yes yes please @ so i guess  
EDint330:1183 S3:  mister [S5/last]  
EDint330:1184 S1:  @@ 
EDint330:1185 S5:  yes  
(9) EDwsd464:189 S8:  […] we have three major public universities and er 
doctor er [S24] [S24/last] that is actually part part of the international office and our 




EDwsd464:190 SS:  @ @@ @ 
EDwsd464:191 S1:  mhm  
EDwsd464:192 SX-f:  mhm  
EDwsd464:193 S24:  yeah hello 
This leaves 12 instances of title + name being used as an address term toward a person 
in a higher occupational and, inferring from that, social position. This is ca. 67 percent 
of all the title + name uses that contained information about the occupation of both the 
speaker and the addressee, which is significantly more than what was found in the 
ELFA data (ca. 9 percent in ELFA). 
4.2.4 The use of title + name in different speech event types 
In this section I will look at the usage distributions of title and name in the different 
speech event types in the VOICE corpus. The speech event types and the number of 
each type in the domain ED (education) are the following:  
 conversation (con), 4 
 interview (int), 5 
 seminar discussion (sed), 6 
 service encounter (sve), 5 
 working group discussion (wgd), 5 
 workshop discussion (wsd), 10 
In the domain PR (professional research and science) the speech event types and the 
number of each speech event are: 
 conversation (con), 7 
 interview (int), 6 
 panel (pan), 6 
 question-answer session (qas), 6 
 working group discussion (wgd), 1 
Altogether there are 35 speech events in ED and 26 in PR. The distribution of title + 
name across the different speech event types in the two domains combined is presented 





Table 12: # of title + name in VOICE across speech event types 
Speech event 














Number of title + 
name uses 1 1 6 25 4 
Not all speech event types in VOICE contained the address form title + name. The types 
without any such addresses were conversation, service encounter and working group. 
When looking at the results in the table above, it is clear that title + name as an address 
form is not equally common across all speech event types. 25 hits were found in the 
speech event type panel, 6 in workshop discussion and 4 in question-answer sessions. 
Interviews and seminar discussion both had one instance of title + name each. 
The speech event types with only one hit could be merely coincidental and, thus, I will 
not say more of them. Instead, in table 13 below I have calculated the frequencies of title 
+ name in the three speech event type with more than one hits. Both the frequency in 
the whole sub-corpus as well as in the individual speech event types is given. 
Table 13: Frequency of title + name in speech event types with most title + name uses in VOICE 
  word count 
# of title + name in the 
speech event type 
Freq of title + name per 
10,000 words: speech event 
type 
panel 56019 25 4.46 
workshop 
discussion 
62831 16 2.55 
QA session 20855 4 1.92 
sub-corpus (ED 
+ PR)  
363919 37 1.02 
What is shown in the table above is that, on the level of the whole sub-corpus, title + 
name as an address form appears at the frequency of 1.02 per 10,000 words. This means 
that in the three speech event types with more than one hit, the address form appears at a 




10,000 words, in workshop discussions at 2.55 per 10,000 words, and, most frequently, 
in panel discussions at 4.46 per 10,000 words. 
I see a possible reason for the high frequency (in this data) of this form in panels to be 
the relative formality of a panel discussion. The formality of the situation can be seen in 
the way of directing a question to one of the panelists, which emphasizes the deictic, or 
pointing function of address: 
(10) PRpan13:40 S8: […] first question second to you miss [S3/last] the 
political and personal identification of women's theories was never dropped was was 
never dropped so that's no abstraction at all […] 
(11) PRpan294:127 S1:  i think you had had another question 
PRpan294:128 S10:  yeah my name my name is [S10/last] and i am here 
from on research of xxx in companies and shares and companies in er former states and 
concerning that hh i have a question to missis [S3/last]  
PRpan294:129 S1:  hm 
(12) PRpan294:202 S1:  […] now please you had a question  
PRpan294:203 S13:  erm yeah i'm [S13] [name1] university in xxx erm i 
have a question to mister er [S5/last] er about austrian banks er it was er very nice to 
see that er you pointed out how dependent 
Another common use of title + name in panels is found in the introduction of a speaker 
and thanking them afterwards. This can also be understood to be a part of the script of a 
panel discussion. It can also be analyzed by taking into account the fact that a panel 
discussion has an audience, thus the need to mention the title of the speakers and, 
perhaps, remind the audience of their expertise in the matter under discussion. Examples 
of these uses below: 
(13) PRpan585:5 S1:  […] so ah i want to invite first doctor [S3] 
[S3/last] we have a slight diff- er change in the program she will be speaking first and 
then you can ask the questions after her speech  
PRpan585:6 S3:  thank you very much to doctor [S1/last] for 
inviting me here 
(14) PRpan585:61 S8:  i would like first to thank [S1] [S1/last] t- for […] 




PRpan585:63 SS:  
PRpan585:64 S1:  thank you very much for this excellent er 
presentation doctor [S8/last] are there any comments please 
4.3 Other findings 
While looking for the usage patterns of the different address forms in the two corpora, I 
came across some interesting forms that were not quite frequent enough to be called 
features of one corpus over the other. Nevertheless, I consider it worthwhile to introduce 
them here as examples of variation that was found, with the thought that these can work 
as seeds for further study. 
4.3.1.1 Double title 
In the ELFA results there were three cases of double title used with the name of the 
addressee. Two of these were of the form doctor professor <name> and in one case the 
titles were reversed to produce professor doctor <name>. See the examples below. 
(15) <S1> thank you very much doctor professor <NAME S2> for your kind words 
and your questions that truly showed your expertise of the er subject 
(16) <S1> […] and as opponent we have professor doctor <NAME S3> from 
university of hamburg welcome </S1> 
Both these examples come from thesis defenses, where the formality of the situation is 
the most likely reason for such address forms. Interestingly, this form was not 
encountered in the VOICE data, even though multi-word address terms are not entirely 
uncommon in German, where Herr Doktor does not carry with it such formality as the 
examples above. 
4.3.1.2 Code switching 
Code switching means the use of a word from language different than the surrounding 
sentence or utterance. A couple of cases of this type could be found in the VOICE data 
but not at all in the ELFA data. Examples of this below: 
(17) PRpan294:120 S9:  erm [S9] [S9/last] faculty of xx 




europa mitte and er i wonder how far is it from finishing this project and what are the 
obstacles it is er is it er principal fear or something else 
(18) PRpan1:5 S2: […] to my left er is er magistra [S5] [S5/last] er a 
palestinian erm who er is a lecturer at the […] 
In example (17) the speaker S9, whose first language is Slovene, uses the German frau 
(Mrs.) as the title in the title + name construction when addressing his question to the 
German speaking S3. In example (18), S2, a speaker of Arabic, presents S5, another 
Arabic speaker, with the Latin magistra as a title, which translates directly as teacher. 
Reasons for choosing the foreign terms over the English ones will remain beyond the 
scope of this study. Perhaps the speaker wanted to create common ground with someone 
he or she knew would understand the foreign term, perhaps they wanted to embrace the 
international nature of the speech event, or, in the case of example (18), perhaps there is 
no clear alternative in English. 
Interestingly, this phenomenon was not encountered at all in the ELFA data. Reasons for 
this cannot be understood by looking at the corpus data alone and must, thus, be left to 
another study, but possible explanations could be the relative unfamiliarity of Finnish 
titles to other speech event members besides Finns, or the general avoidance of address 
terms and names in Finnish discourse. Perhaps speakers of Indo-European languages 
feel more comfortable to code switch into other Indo-European languages and can, with 
more certainty, trust on the title being understood by speakers of other languages. 
Calling someone rouva (Mrs.) in an otherwise English sentence runs the risk of not 
being understood for the title that it is intended as. 
4.3.1.3 Repetition and reformulation 
As mentioned in 3.4, I counted repeated uses of a name as one hit when counting the 
frequencies of different address forms. However, here I would like to present some 
observations on the types of repetition that could be found in the VOICE data. 
First of all, there are 10 instances of simple repetition of the name in the same form. I 
can propose two functions for the repeated use of a name. Firstly, the speaker tries to 




(19) EDwsd590:4 S1:  er okay so not three but one hh [S6]- [S6]  
EDwsd590:5 S6:  yeah x dreaming 
 
(20) EDwsd302:178 S18:  i'll just ask him [S4] [S4] do we 
have to rank them as well or do we just have to agree on five  
EDwsd302:179 S4:  yes yes  
EDwsd302:180 S4:  you have to merge 
Another type of repetition seems to relate to the negotiation of the exact form or 
pronunciation of the name. However, this is not possible to verify with the VOICE data 
in my use, as any approximation of the name has been hidden underneath the 
anonymizing tag. In the following examples at least the purpose of the repetition seems 
to be clearly related to the negotiation of the pronunciation or the form of the name: 
(21) EDwsd590:52 SX-31:  it's spa- no 
EDwsd590:53 S1:  oh it's [S31] or [S31]  
EDwsd590:54 S31:  it's [S31] 
 
(22) EDcon521:53 S3:  yeah erm we have like er this four presenters hh we 
have [S2] er we have [S8] erm we have erm you hh and we have er er sorry yeah er er 
[S5] [S5]  
EDcon521:54 S2:  [S5]  
EDcon521:55 S5:  [S5] 
In addition I found two cases of repetition of the name of the addressee in which the 
name was somehow reformulated. In the example below S1 is a student counsellor and 
S2 a Slovene student. 
(23) EDsve421:317 S2:  i have some question 
EDsve421:318 S1:  uhu  
EDsve421:319 S2:  i think i have to do that here i'm not sure though 




EDsve421:320 S1:  erm mhm mhm okay [S2] [S2/last] [S2/last] [S2] 
[S2/last]  
EDsve421:321 S2:  yeah 
This exchange is rather difficult to understand without listening to the recordings, but it 
seems that the student counsellor is not certain which name is the first name and which 
one is the last name of the student and gives them in varying combinations to make sure 
that the identification of the student is successful. Interestingly, the student does not give 
her name as a response, leaving the student counsellor without a confirmation of the 
correct form of the name. In the following example the reformulated address form is 
included in the self-introduction of the speaker S20: 
(24) EDwsd464:442 S20:  my name is er [S20] [S20/last] sorry 
my name is [S20]- [S20] [S20/last] and i am the assistant of the erm relati- international 
relational office i work with [S21/last]- [S21/last] [S21]- [S21] [S21/last] 
EDwsd464:443 SX-f:  mhm  
EDwsd464:444 S21:  er hello i'm [S21] [S21/last] and i'm in the 
internatiol- -nal office of the university we are a team of about fifteen persons […] 
Here I can see two interpretations for the repetition with reformulation. The speaker is 
introducing her co-worker and wishes to make sure that the co-worker’s name is 
recognized, but, since S20’s turn is followed by S21, S20 can also be understood to be 
trying to catch S21’s attention and inviting her to take the turn next. 
4.4 Summary and comparison of VOICE and ELFA 
Above I have presented various results of the use of title + name as an address form in 
the ELFA and VOICE corpora. Now I will show a comparison of some of the key 
findings. Table 14 below shows side by side the frequencies of all title + name uses 





Table 14: comparison of title + name and the most common titles in ELFA and VOICE 
ELFA     VOICE       











all 98 0.98 all 37 1.02  p>0.5 
professor 56 0.56 professor 8 0.22  p<0.01 
Mr. 18 0.18 Mr. 9 0.25  p>0.5 
doctor 13 0.13 doctor 11 0.30  p<0.5 
       
name 
alone 859 8.59 
name 
alone 483 13.3 p<0.0001 
Looking at the table above, we can see that the form title + name appears at relatively 
similar frequencies in the two corpora and the difference in the frequencies of (any) title 
+ name in the two corpora is not statistically significant17. Listed in the table are three of 
the most frequent titles to go with a name in both corpora and, interestingly, they are the 
same titles for both corpora. However, their order of frequency is reversed, so that while 
professor is the most frequent title in ELFA at a frequency of 0.56 per 10,000 words, its 
frequency is only 0.22 in VOICE (p<0.01), and whereas the most frequent title doctor 
has a frequency of 0.30 in VOICE, it only appears at 0.13 per 10,000 words in ELFA 
(p<0.5). The title professor appears significantly more frequently in ELFA than it does 
in VOICE, whereas the title doctor is significantly more frequent in VOICE, although to 
a smaller degree. Name alone appears at a higher frequency in VOICE, at a frequency of 
13.3 per 10,000 words in VOICE and 8.59 in ELFA, which is highly statistically 
significant (p<0.0001). Here we can probably see influence from the surrounding 
linguistic contexts, in that in the Finnish context around ELFA names are generally 
avoided, which could reduce the number of name uses in ELFA as well. 
When we look at the usage patterns of title + name based on the sociolinguistic 
parameters of age, status (role in ELFA, occupational status in VOICE), and speech 
                                                 




event type, we find that the two corpora do not seem to resemble the native speaker 
norm, at least in the way it is understood in American English (Brown 1964; Murray 
2002). ELF as used in Finnish universities is more in line with the Finnish language 
(Seppänen 1989) as far as address norms are concerned: title + name is not a preferred 
address form when one’s addressee is older and of higher status. Title + name is almost 
exclusively used in the most formal speech events, such as thesis defenses and 
conference discussions, and, perhaps because of the nature of these events, by the older 
members of the community, who have the highest status within the community, i.e., 
professors. 
The picture is quite similar in the VOICE corpus. Here the youngest speakers do not use 
title + name as an address form, not even towards the oldest speakers, as might be 
excepted if the native speaker prescriptive norm was followed. Instead, the form is only 
used in any greater frequency by the second oldest age group when addressing speakers 
in the same age group or in the older one. An exception to this is when a speaker in the 
age group 25-34 addresses someone in the same age group and we find 5 hits of title + 
name, which is half of all title + name uses by this age group. When looking at the use 
of title + name based on the relative social status in VOICE, we have to infer a social 
ranking based on the occupational information given. Here we find some of the 
upwards-directed use of the more formal address form, 67 percent (12 hits) of the title + 
name uses with occupational information for both the speaker and the addressee being 
directed to a person in a higher position, 28 percent (5 hits) to someone on roughly the 
same level on the hierarchy and only 5 percent (1 hit) to a person lower in the hierarchy 
than the speaker. This is the clearest difference between the two corpora in terms of the 
effect of the sociolinguistic features of the speaker and the addressee on the use of 
different address forms. However, much like in ELFA, it is not the students who use 
these forms in ELFA, but rather people who are already in working life. 
5 Conclusion 
To conclude this study I will return to the very beginning. I originally posed three 




the two corpora. I found out that, in both of them, name alone was the most common 
form, and first name alone, in particular, in VOICE. As for the use of titles with names, 
the two corpora had the three titles appear at the highest frequencies, only with their 
order reversed between the corpora: in ELFA they were professor, Mr. and doctor, 
whereas in VOICE they were doctor, Mr. and professor. Titles were used with relatively 
similar frequencies in both corpora, but when looking at address without titles, we saw 
that address terms involving names alone were more significantly more frequent in 
VOICE. This makes sense when interpreted from the point of view of the surrounding 
Finnish address norms in ELFA, mainly that in Finnish (and by extension in Finland) 
names are generally avoided in conversations. 
The second question concerned the effect of social parameters on the use of terms of 
address. I looked at age, status and speech event type and found that age and status did 
not have the same effect on the ELF address usage as it does in a native speaker variety 
(American English). In American English we would expect to see titles being used when 
addressing people (much) older and in (much) higher positions than the speaker, but this 
was not the case with the two ELF corpora. In fact, only the oldest and highest ranking 
speakers used titles and mostly when addressing each other. In VOICE we found some 
evidence for upwards-directed use of title + name by speakers who could, based on their 
occupational/academic role description, be interpreted as being somewhere in the 
middle in the status hierarchy, but, much like in ELFA, the lowest ranking speakers do 
not use this form towards anyone. For the youngest speakers at the lowest levels of the 
status hierarchy, name, and in the case of VOICE, first name, seems to be the 
predominant address form in both corpora. 
Analysis based on speech event type sheds more light on these usage patterns, as the 
instances of title + name seem to be concentrated to the most formal and high-stakes 
speech event types, namely thesis defenses, (academic) conference discussions and 
(official) panel discussion, where one would expect to find the speakers also being those 
in the highest ranking in the academic hierarchy, thus also more likely to be older than 
the student population, for example. Thus, in the two corpora, it is possible to say that it 




These events differ from less formal speech event types, such as conversations, in that 
there might be protocol that demands the use of more formal address forms, as is the 
case with dissertation defenses, and also because of the presence of an audience, which 
we find in panel discussion as well as dissertation defenses. This also links back to 
Bell’s (1991) idea of audience design, where we might see effects of the presence of an 
audience additional to that of the addressee and, as a results, the use of title and name 
becomes a combination of address and reference, both directing the speech to the 
addressee and introducing and describing the addressee to the audience, who might not 
be familiar with the addressee and his or her status, which is important for the audience 
in understanding the significance of said professor’s contribution to the discussion. 
Similar uses can be seen in dissertation defenses as well. 
Lastly I posed a question about the difference or similarity of the two corpora in terms 
of address term usage. I found that, in terms of the use of title + name, the two corpora 
are more similar than they are different; title + name appears at similar frequency in 
both corpora. The use of individual titles differs at points. This is slightly surprising, 
considering the very different address norms of the surrounding linguistic contexts of 
the two corpora, particularly because titles are used much more in Austrian German than 
they are in Finnish (Haumann, Koch and Sornig 2005; Seppänen 1989). Both ELFA and 
VOICE shared a general lack of increased politeness or formality in address forms when 
directed to older or higher-ranking addressees. Name alone as an address form, 
however, appeared much more frequently in the VOICE data than it did in ELFA, which 
could be understood to be a reflection of the general avoidance of names in Finnish 
discussion (Yli-Vakkuri 2005). 
I found interesting differences in the forms only discovered in one of the two corpora. In 
ELFA we saw instances of double title use, which was absent from the VOICE data, 
whereas in VOICE, thanks to the mark-up convention of that corpus, I found 
reformulation of the name tag, as well as code switching, which was not seen in ELFA. 
These possible strategies would certainly be interesting to study more in order to find 
out if they are simply coincidental here, or if they would constitute a difference in the 




Unanswered questions in this study relate to the difference between the use of first and 
last names in the ELFA corpus. With the current form of the ELFA corpus this is not 
possible to study and thus, a new dataset would be needed in order to study the variation 
in the form of name as an address form in ELF in Finland. In this study I have used a 
crude definition of address as being any mention of the name of a person present in the 
speech event. This inevitably brings with it cases that are not necessarily examples of 
actual address, but rather references to a person other than the actual addressee, and 
thus, a closer reading of a sample of the texts (and a closer listening of the recordings) in 
the corpora could help us understand the development in the use of address forms during 
the discourse. This temporal aspect is hidden in a corpus study like this, but could reveal 
insights into the process of negotiating the appropriate use of address forms. 
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